Introduction
A unilateral act of a State, generally speaking, pertains, first and foremost, to the domestic law of that State, although it may produce legal effects in the international legal order. It is for international law to determine if, and under what circumstances, an internal act of a State produces or can produce legal effects in the international legal order. Although it is only since the 20th Century that international jurists have shown some interest in the interaction between international law and municipal law, the relationship between the two is a topic that is now addressed in virtually all standard international law textbooks. It is a vast area, partly touched upon in article 27 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, and also largely dealt with by international courts and tribunals. I will not venture into such complex terrain in this brief reflection in honour of one of my former and esteemed colleagues at the International Law Commission, Professor John Dugard. After all, substantive scholarship has already been devoted to that matter. Indeed, the topic "international law versus municipal law" is well researched and has been the subject of copious legal literature.1
In other words, the present contribution will not deal with all aspects of the systemic relationships between domestic law and public international law in the way Kelsen did in the early 20th Century.2 More precisely, consideration will not be given to the way a State invokes its domestic law, either positively to oppose its international obligations,3 or negatively by alleging the absence of legal remedies in its domestic law;4 nor will I consider whether an individual can claim a right on the basis of international law before the national courts.5 I will also not consider the decisions of national courts as evidence of State practice of international law. Extensive research has been devoted to this issue recently,6 and in any case it does not fall within the scope of the present study. This chapter focuses on how the International Court of Justice (icj) approaches domestic law in cases brought before it. At first sight the jurisprudence of the Court might lead to the conclusion that the Court has a uniform and rather static conception of the status of domestic law in international law. However, that would surely be a misconception.
Whether one considers the rule of binding precedent as being applicable before the icj or not, the jurisprudence of that Court is usually presented as constant and stable, and indeed not evolving. 
